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Sir: 



GROUP 3600 



A Request for Reconsideration was timely filed in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on 
January 24, 2002 (copy of filing receipt attached), responding to the Office Action of October 24, 
2001. Several typographical errors where noted in the Request for Reconsideration as filed. The 
attached Substitute Request for Reconsideration corrects those errors. 

Since the Request for Reconsideration was timely filed, and since the Substitute Request for 
Reconsideration does not in any way effect the substantive arguments presented in the originally 
filed Request for Reconsideration, entry of the Substitute Request for Reconsideration is respectfully 
requested. 
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Honorable Assistant Commissioner 

for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Sir: 

Responsive to the Office Action dated October 24, 2001, reconsideration and withdrawal of 
all outstanding rejections are respectfully requested for the reasons set forth in detail below. 

Claims 1-20 are pending in the application. 

The Office Action rejects claims 6, 1 6, and 1 8 1 under 35 U.S. C. § 1 1 2, 2 nd paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the 
Applicant regards as the invention. In particular, the Office Action alleges that the phrase "the 
bending moment" lacks antecedent basis. However, the Office Action has not demonstrated that the 
term "the" in the phrase "the bending moment" signals an attempt to establish antecedent basis. 

With respect to claim 6 and 16, the Examiner is asked to reconsider his objection to the 
phrase " the bending moment with respect to a bend axis of the wing ," used because there is no 



- 1 Applicant respectfully submits that neither claim 1 8 nor any of the other claims recite "the bending 
moment;" thus, the rejection will be treated as if claims 6 and 16 were rejected. 
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possessive case for inanimate nouns in the English language. The Examiner is reminded that, in 
English, the definite article "the" has uses other than referring to antecedents, the online version of 
the Merriam-Webster's College Dictionary (copy attached) being offered as evidence thereof. See 
definition 2.b (1), which indicates that the word "the" can be " used as a function word before a 
noun to limit its application to that specified by a succeeding element in the sentence ." i.e., to denote 
that the "bending moment" references the phrase that follows, e.g., "with respect to a bend axis" in 
claim 6. Since Applicant has formulated the claim language in accordance with common and 
approved English usage, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, 2 nd paragraph rejection of claims 6 and 16. 

Moreover, the Examiner is respectfully reminded that the only valid basis on which to object 
to lack of antecedent basis under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, is where the claim becomes 
subject to dual and conflicting interpretation, which usually arises from double-inclusion problems. 

In short, claims 1-20 have been carefully reviewed. It is respectfully submitted that claims 
1 -20, as amended, are both definite and entirely proper under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, since those of ordinary 
skill in the art can easily ascertain the metes and bounds of the present invention from the pending 
claims. The first sentence of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §112 requires only that claims "set 
out and circumscribe a particular area with a reasonable degree of precision and particularity." In 
the absence of evidence to the contrary, what the claim defines is what the applicant regards as his 
invention. If those skilled in the art can tell whether any particular embodiment is within the scope 
of a claim, the claim fulfills its purpose as a definition. See In re Miller . 169 U.S.P.Q. 597 (CCPA 
1971). It is respectfully submitted that those skilled in the art would have no trouble determining 
the metes and bounds of the invention from the pending claims. 
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The Office Action rejects claims 1-5. 7-15, 17, and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a)as being 
unpatentable over Ashkenas (U.S. Patent No. 42,549,045) in view of Whitener (U.S. Patent No. 
5,088,661). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As mentioned in responding to previous Office Actions, 35 U.S.C. §103 authorizes a 
rejection where to meet the claim, it is necessary to modify a single reference or to combine it with 
one or more other references. After indicating that the rejection is under 35 U.S.C. 1 03, the examiner 
should set forth in the Office Action ( 1 ) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied upon, preferably 
with reference to the relevant column or page number(s) and line number(s) where appropriate, (2) 
the difference or differences in the claim over the applied reference(s), (3) the proposed modification 
of the applied reference(s) necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter, and (4) an explanation 
why such proposed modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made. SeeM.P.E.P. §706.02(j). In the discussion which follows, the specific 
requirements for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness will be signaled by the terminology 
Item(l), Item (2), etc. 

It is respectfully submitted that the instant Office Action has again failed to comply with 
these minimum requirements. Applicant is left to guess which passages of the applied references are 
being relied upon in formulating the rejection. Moreover, Applicant can only speculate as to how the 
references are being combined and to what passage of the references is being employed as supplying 
the motivation for the combination. For example, the Office Action does not address replacement 
of the control system taught by the '045 patent with that taught by the '66 1 patent. Moreover, the fact 
that the teachings of the primary and secondary references cannot be combined as they teach away 
from one another is totally missed in the Office Action. In essence, the Office Action has stated that 
the '045 and '661 patents exist and that these patents, in combination with a holding of "inherency 5 
render claims 1, 1 1, and 19 obvious. However, that is not the criteria established by the U.S. Patent 
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and Trademark Office and countenanced by the courts in establishing that the claimed invention is 
obvious. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action has not set forth a "prima facie" case of 
obviousness for at least the following reasons: 

First, the Examiner admits that the primary reference does not teach the recited control 
surface configuration system and relies on the secondary reference in combination with inherency 
to correct the deficiency in the primary reference. Stated another way, the combination of the primary 
and secondary references are admittedly deficient with respect to teaching " predetermined positions, 
which in combination, optimize the spanwise force distribution across the wing for each of the 
plurality of different flight conditions. " The Office Action indicates only that "at a certain 
predetermined positions, it is inherent that spanwise force distribution across the wing is optimized 
since this would obviously optimize the maneuverability of the system." As Applicant has noted 
repeatedly, inherency is not an element of and can not be used to demonstrate obviousness. Thus, 
since the Office Action tacitly admits that the primary and secondary references do not teach 
"predetermined positions, which in combination, optimize the spanwise force distribution across the 
wing for each of the plurality of different flight conditions," and the Examiner cannot import the 
missing limitation into the combination using the Doctrine of Inherency, no possible combination 
of the applied references could render claims 1,11, and 19 obvious. 

The Office Action again seems to imply that at some predetermined (but undefined ) position, 
it is inherent that the spanwise force distribution across the wing is optimized. Even assuming 
arguendo that this assessment is correct, the combination would still fail to render the claimed 
invention obvious. As discussed above, it is black letter law that obviousness cannot be established 
by inherency. 
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Secondly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection set forth in the Office Action is based 
on a superficial understanding of the actual teachings of the primary and secondary references. For 
example, the '045 teaches a tail-less aircraft equipped with slots 10 on the leading edges of each 
wing W, which are designed specifically to prevent wing tip stall. See column 3, lines 22-25. 
Column 5, lines 35-45, describe the automatic operation of the slots 10 at various lift coefficients 
at the wing tips. In contrast, the '661 patent teaches that the loads an bending moments imposed on 
the wing can be concentrated near the center of the wing. Thus, the combination of the primary and 
secondary references are in conflict, i.e, the 6 66 1 patent teaches away from the 6 045 patent. However, 
the test for obviousness is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, and all teachings in the prior art must be considered to the extent that 
they are in analogous arts. Where the teachings of two or more prior art references conflict, the 
examiner must weigh the power of each reference to suggest solutions to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, considering the degree to which one reference might accurately discredit another. See M.P.E.P. 
§ 2143, citing In re Young . 18 U.S.P.Q.2d 1089 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Third, the references are not combinable, since their control surface and system teachings are 
in conflict. As mentioned in the '045 patent, the center of gravity of the aircraft may be moved aft 
by the addition of a tail. However, since the ' 045 patent teaches a tail-less aircraft, the control system 
must accommodate an aircraft with a forward center of gravity. In contrast, the 4 661 patent teaches 
a control system for aircraft where the center of gravity is well aft of the wing. See column 3, lines 
20-32. This section goes so far as to indicate that the control surface behave in a manner opposite 
to that of conventional control surfaces. Thus, even if the control system were moved from the 
secondary to the primary reference, the system could not be employed on the aircraft taught by the 
fi 045 patent. 

Fourth, and finally, the '661 patent teaches away from the claimed invention. For example, 
the paragraph bridging columns 1 and 2 points out that: 
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A related disadvantage is that the trailing edge control members of conventional 
aircraft are so designed and operated that large loads are imposed on the wing at 
significant distances from the aircraft body. These loads can cause unwanted wing 
bending; they can also make rapid pull-ups unsafe. 

Thus, the 6 661 patent teaches away from the very concept that for which the Office Action relies on 
the secondary reference. One of ordinary skill in the art, following the guidance found in the '661 
patent, would be led in a direction divergent from the path that was taken by the Applicant because 
the '661 patent teaches away from the invention of claims 1,11, and 19. Since a reference which 
teaches away is a significant factor in determining obviousness, the nature of that teaching is highly 
relevant and must be considered. See In re Gurlev . 31 U.S.P.Q.2d 1130 (Fed. Cir. 1994). The 
Examinees analysis gives no weight to the teachings in the secondary reference which contradicts 
the Examiner's position. This selective view of the '661 patent allows the Examiner to focus on the 
trailing and independently operated control surfaces while completely ignoring, for example, that 
the '661 patent teaches away from predetermined positions, which in combination, optimize the 
spanwise force distribution across the wing for each of the plurality of different flight conditions . 

For all of the reasons numerated above, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has not 
set forth a prima facie case of obviousness. In particular, given that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized a fundamental conflict in the teachings of the applied references, a conflict 
not recognized, much less addressed, by the Office Action, that one would not have attempted to 
combine the primary and secondary references as suggested in the Office Action. In that the 
combination of references is improper, a prima facie case of obviousness cannot be established by 
the combination. In short, since (1) that the applied references cannot be combined as suggested and 
(2) that at least two limitations of independent claims 1,11, and 19 are completely absent in the 
proposed combination, it is respectfully submitted that no possible combination of the applied 
references could render the invention recited in claims 1-20 obvious. The Examiner is therefore 
requested to reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection is respectfully 
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requested. Claims 2-5 and 7-10, depending from claim 1 5 claims 12-15 and 17, depending from 
claim 1 1 , and claim 20, depending from claim 1 9 5 are allowable for all of the reasons given regrading 
the respective independent claims. 

The Office Action rejects claims 6, 16, and 18 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ashkenas as modified by Whitener as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and 
further in view of Lewis. This rejection is respectfully traversed. More specifically, the addition of 
Lewis does nothing to correct the deficiencies and conflicts associated with the primary and 
secondary references. Thus, the combination of references including Lewis could not render the 
inventions of claims 1 and 1 1 obvious. Therefore, the same combination cannot possibly render 
claims 6 and 1 6 obvious. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) 
rejection of claims 6 and 16. 

In light of the remarks presented above, it is respectfully submitted that the application is in 
condition for allowance, and such action is hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may best be resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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-See Footnote 1. 
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